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Accountability and Retrospective Legislation – implications for 
directors, officers and third parties 
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ABSTRACT 
 
This article explores two recent Queensland enactments directed at achieving accountability for past 
and/or future actions or omissions. These Acts broaden the scope of liability beyond that which 
existed at the time at which the conduct or omission occurred, and impose new responsibilities and 
potential liabilities upon directors and officers and even third parties. 
The Acts in question operate in different societal and economic contexts – one in the resources and 
environmental protection space, the Environmental Protection (Chain of Responsibility) Amendment 
Act 2016, and the other deriving from the work of the he Royal Commission into Institutional 
Responses to Child Sexual Abuse2, being the Limitation of Actions (Child Sexual Abuse) and Other 
Legislation Amendment Act 2016. 
These legislative changes are examined and serve to highlight the tensions that arise between 
accountability and retrospectivity and the significant, and potentially unintended, consequences for 
directors and officers and others where there is retrospective application of legislation. 
1. Introduction 
Two Acts of the Queensland Parliament passed in 2016 bring into sharp focus the dangers and 
potentially unintended consequences of legislation that has retrospective operation and which 
broadens the ambit of claims and responsibilities that may be visited upon parties. The Acts in 
question, applicable in vastly different contexts, are undoubtedly directed at curing mischiefs that 
most readers of this Review, if not all, would regard as deserving the legislature’s attention. 
However, it is the unintended and/or flow on effect of these Acts that give rise to considerable 
concerns. As such these Acts bring into stark relief many of the issues and concerns raised by the 
Corporations and Markets Advisory Committee in their 2006 Report titled “Personal Liability for 
Corporate Fault”.3 
The first Act that will be explored and discussed in this article is the Environmental Protection (Chain 
of Responsibility) Amendment Act 2016 (hereafter the “EPCR Act”). This Act was passed to broaden 
the category of persons that can be held responsible for environmental rehabilitation when holders 
of environmental authorities lack the financial ability to cover their rehabilitation and other 
statutory responsibilities and where rehabilitation bonds and other financial assurances are 
inadequate. This leaves the State government and ultimately the taxpayer carrying the cost of 
rehabilitation and other works. The Yabulu Nickel Refinery in Queensland, operated by Mr Clive 
                                                             
1 Professor of Law, QUT, Business School; Associate Professor, QUT, Business School 
2 Redress and Civil Litigation Report (2015). 
3 http://www.camac.gov.au/camac/camac.nsf/byHeadline/PDFFinal+Reports+2006/$file/Personal Liability for 
Corporate Fault.pdf Accessed 21 February 2017. Hereafter cited as the “CAMAC Report 2006”. 
Palmer’s Queensland Nickel Pty Ltd, is the highest profile example of the problem which led to the 
passage of the EPCR Act4. While the intent of the legislation may be unassailable, the EPCR Act by 
enabling the Department of Environment and Heritage Protection (“DEHP”) to issue environmental 
protection orders (“EPOs”) to a wide range of persons having a ‘relevant connection’ to the mining, 
resources or industrial facility in question, has significantly expanded the classes of people to whom 
an EPO can be issued. This exposes corporate shareholders, financiers, insolvency partners and 
others who have received, or may receive, direct or indirect financial benefits, as well as directors or 
managers of those parties to liability for clean-ups and other financial obligations under the ambit of 
environmental legislation.5 Legislation of this kind, as the Corporations and Markets Advisory 
Committee noted, may be characterised as being driven by political expediency with the relevant 
government being seen to be taking a ‘tough stand against offences in areas of strong community 
emotion’6.  
This legislation also operates retrospectively so that existing structures and arrangements need to be 
reviewed as liability can extend back to transactions occurring before the Act was passed. As Jones 
Day observe: 
“This will be highly concerning for prospective investors in companies with a significant 
environmental footprint. Major investors may think twice before investing in Queensland 
mining and resource projects without special regulatory or legislative arrangements which 
provide certainty as to the end of life rehabilitation requirements.”7 
The Queensland Resources Council8 have stated that the law is doing serious damage to investor 
confidence and that it has gone too far. The provisions of this legislation are considered in section 2 
below. 
The second Act is the Limitation of Actions (Child Sexual Abuse) and Other Legislation Amendment 
Act 2016 (hereafter the “LACSA Act”). This Act, which was passed by the Queensland Parliament on 8 
November 2016 and assented to on 11 November 2016, removes any limitation period that applies 
to a claim for damages brought by a person where that claim is founded on the personal injury of 
the person resulting from sexual abuse of the person when the person was a child. Accordingly, 
survivors of sexual abuse as a child will have a lifetime to consider bringing an action for damages 
relating to personal injury resulting from their sexual abuse as a child. Furthermore, the intention of 
the amending Act is to allow survivors to bring an action if a previous claim did not result in proper 
compensation due to the claimant having problems with a limitation period. These provisions are 
scheduled to commence on a date to be fixed by proclamation9.  
                                                             
4 Queensland Environment Minister Steven Miles, in introducing the legislation, stated: “Right now, 
Queensland is facing the unacceptable prospect of the taxpayer being left to clean up after the owner of the 
Yabulu Nickel Refinery” See http://www.smh.com.au/business/mining-and-resources/new-queensland-
environmental-law-takes-aim-at-clive-palmer-20160315-gnjjsn.html. Accessed 26 January 2017. 
5 See http://www.jonesday.com/Chain-of-Responsibility-Reforms-Set-to-Overhaul-Liability-for-Environmental-
Clean-Ups-in-Queensland-03-31-2016. Accessed 26 January 2017. 
6 CAMAC Report 2006, p.33. 
7 Ibid., footnote 4. 
8 See http://www.smh.com.au/business/miningg-and-resources/miners-hit-out-at-queensland-environmental-
laws-20160515-govu6e.html. Accessed 26 January 2017. 
9 Not proclaimed as at 22 January 2017. See https://www.legislation.qld.gov.au/Leg Info/current 
annotations/00 Part 1 Update.pdf 
 
This legislation, and similar initiatives in New South Wales and Victoria10, is founded upon the very 
best of intentions. The Royal Commission into Institutional Responses to Child Sexual Abuse11 
reported that the average length of time for a survivor to disclose abuse is 22 years and that as a 
consequence of that delay, proceedings were often commenced a considerable time after the abuse 
occurred. This enabled defendant institutions to routinely object to an extension of statutory 
limitation periods, resulting in the withdrawal or dismissal of the matter. The removal of the 
limitation period with retrospective effect and regardless of whether or not the claim was subject to 
a limitation period in the past cures this obstacle, but creates some unfortunate consequences. 
Numerous major Church organisations and not-for-profit organisations in Queensland who have had 
or continue to have an institutional role with children have been contacted by litigation firms 
seeking the names and details of members of the relevant management committee or Parish Council 
and, if deceased, the names of the executors, going back for up to twenty years or more. The anxiety 
and concern generated by an open-ended and retrospective liability has already impacted several 
not-for-profits capacity to recruit or retain qualified persons in governance roles. This is not 
surprising as the Corporations and Markets Advisory Committee noted that “imposing personal 
liability without fault for a corporate breach is a significant disincentive to officers taking on 
directorships or other senior management roles”.12 
The LACSA Act is considered further in section 3 below. 
 
 
2. Environmental Protection (Chain of Responsibility) Amendment Act 2016 
The Explanatory Notes to the EPCR Act state: 
“In the past 12 months, the Department of Environment and Heritage Protection has 
confronted increasing difficulties in ensuring that sites operated by companies in financial 
difficulty continue to comply with their environmental obligations….Urgent amendments are 
required to ensure that the Department of Environment and Heritage Protection can 
effectively impose a chain of responsibility so that these companies and their related parties 
bear the cost of managing and rehabilitating sites”.13 
The key measures introduced by the Act to achieve its avowed objective are outlined in the 
following paragraphs. The EPCR Act significantly increases the powers of DEHP to issue EPOs and to 
require and/or reassess financial assurance pursuant to the Environmental Protection Act 1994 
(Qld). A critical change in this context is that the DEHP can issue an EPO to related persons of 
                                                             
10 See the Limitation of Actions Amendment (Child Abuse) Act 2015 (Vic) (limitation period does not apply to 
actions relating to child physical and sexual abuse, and related psychological abuse); Limitations Amendment 
(Child Abuse) Act 2016 (NSW) (removal of limitation periods applying to actions relating to child abuse, 
including sexual abuse). 
11 Redress and Civil Litigation Report (2015), p.444. 
12 CAMAC Report 2006, p. 32. See also P Crutchfield SC and C Button, “ Men over board: The burden of 
directors duties in the wake of the Centro case” (2012) 30 C & SLJ 83, where the authors quote a former 
chairman of ASIC, Tony D’Aloisio, as acknowledging concerns that the law is going to discourage good people 
from becoming directors and stating that while ASIC had an obligation in the public interest to pursue legal 
action against directors of companies such as James Hardie, Centro and Fortesque Metals for breaching the 
law, there needed to more debate about whether the law was too tough. Generally see Australian Securities 
and Investments Commission v Healey (2011) 196 FCR 291. 
13 Explanatory Notes, Environmental Protection (Chain of Responsibility) Bill 2016, page 1. 
companies that are, or were, responsible for compliance with the Environmental Protection Act14 
and also to related persons of a high-risk company15. A related person includes, but is not limited to, 
a person who is a holding company of the company, a landowner on which the company carries out, 
or has carried out, a relevant activity other than resource activity16, and other persons whom DEHP 
determines has a ‘relevant connection’ with the company.17  
In determining whether a relevant connection exists DEHP may have regard to various factors 
including: Whether the person is capable of benefitting financially, or has significantly benefitted 
financially, from the carrying out of the relevant activity by the company; whether the person is, or 
has been at any time during the previous two years, in a position to influence the company’s 
conduct in relation to the way in which, or extent to which, the company complies with its 
environmental obligations.18 Further guidance is provided to the DEHP in that it may have regard to 
certain other factors such as the extent of the control that the person has over the company, the 
extent of that person’s financial interest, whether the person is an executive officer of the company 
or the holding company, the corporate structure or arrangement by which the person has or may 
receive a financial benefit, and the extent to which the dealings between the person and the 
company were at arm’s length. 19 
Financial benefit, like the various guidelines above, is very broadly defined to include profit, income, 
revenue, a dividend, an advantage, priority or preference, whether direct or indirect, that is 
received, obtained, preferred on or enjoyed by the person20. A high-risk company is defined as a 
company that is an externally-administered body corporate within the meaning given by the 
Corporations Act or a company that is an associated entity of such a company21. As Jones Day22 
suggest the breadth of the statutory language and the discretionary nature of the regulatory 
decision-making process means that a broad range of parties could be made to contribute to 
environmental rehabilitation costs.  
“These could include executives and directors; financiers; insolvency practitioners such as 
receivers, liquidators and voluntary administrators; and possibly even former holders of the 
environmental authority or former owners of the asset”. 
In deciding whether or not to issue an EPO to a related person, DEHP must have regard to any 
statutory guidelines23 and may consider whether the related person took all reasonable steps, 
having regard to the extent to which the person was in a position to influence the company’s 
                                                             
14 Environmental Protection Act 1994 (Qld), s. 363AC. 
15 Ibid., s 363AD. 
16 Ibid., s.363AB. 
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activity is carried out (for example, mining or coal seam gas) is not a ‘related person’ unless the person is an 
associated entity of the company (as defined under the Corporations Law) or the person otherwise has a 
relevant connection such that it would be determined to be a ‘related person’. 
18 Ibid., s.363AB(2). 
19 Ibid., s.363AB(4). 
20 Ibid., s.363AB(8). 
21 Ibid., s.363AA. 
22 See http://www.jonesday.com/Chain-of-Responsibility-Reforms-Set-to-Overhaul-Liability-for-Environmental-
Clean-Ups-in-Queensland-03-31-2016. Accessed 26 January 2017. 
23 Environmental Protection Act 1994 (Qld), s.363ABA; 548A. Guidelines are being developed by a working 
group appointed by the Minister and comprising industry and business representatives. 
conduct, to ensure the company complied with its obligations under the Environmental Protection 
Act and made adequate provision to fund the rehabilitation and restoration of the land24. 
The EPCR Act also extends DEHP’s ability to amend or impose additional conditions on an 
environmental authority such as when they are transferred to impose a condition requiring the 
provision of financial assurance. Furthermore, DEHP are given power to access non-operational sites 
no longer subject to an environmental authority and to compel persons to answer questions in 
relation to alleged offences.25 
 
3. Limitation of Actions (Child Sexual Abuse) and Other Legislation Amendment Act 2016 
The LACSA Act amends the Limitation of Actions Act 1974 by inserting a new section 11A into that 
Act. Section 11A (1) reads: 
“An action for damages relating to the personal injury of a person resulting from the sexual abuse of 
the person when the person was a child –  
(a) May be brought at any time; and 
(b) Is not subject to a limitation period under an Act or law or rule of law.” 
This provision applies whether the claim for damages is brought in tort, in contract, under statute or 
otherwise.26 Further, as mentioned in the Introduction to this article, an action on a previously 
barred right of action may be brought retrospectively even if a limitation period previously applying 
to the right of action has expired.27 
It is interesting to note that in adopting this approach the Queensland Parliament departed from 
prior Queensland reviews. For example, the Forde Inquiry – Commission of Inquiry into Abuse of 
Children in Queensland Institutions (May 1999) and the Crime and Misconduct Commission Inquiry 
into Abuse of Children in Foster Care (January 2004) did not make any recommendations in respect 
of limitation periods for civil claims. Moreover, the Queensland Law Reform Commission, Review of 
the Limitation of Actions Act 1974 (Qld) (1998) recommended that claims of child sexual abuse 
should not be specifically excluded from the Act, but rather should be dealt with by the exercise of 
judicial discretion. The Law Reform Commission recommended also that a more general expansion 
of judicial discretion to extend a limitation period in the interests of justice should be tempered by 
considerations such as prejudice to the defendant by having to defend an action after the expiration 
of the limitation period and the general public interest in finality of litigation.28  
This balancing dynamic does receive recognition in section 11A (5) which provides that section 11 
does not limit any inherent, implied or statutory jurisdiction of the court or any other powers of a 
court under the common law or other Act (including a Commonwealth Act), rule of court or practice 
direction. Specifically, an example is given in the legislation; namely: “This section does not limit a 
court’s power to summarily dismiss or permanently stay proceedings if the lapse of time has a 
burdensome effect on the defendant that is so serious that a fair trial is not possible”. This express 
preservation of the relevant court’s existing jurisdictions and powers to stay proceedings where it 
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25 Ibid., ss.363AC, 363AD,363AE, 363AF, 363AG. 
26 Section 11A (5). 
27 Section 48. 
28 Summary of Recommendations; recommendation 4. 
would be unfair to proceed was supported by the Queensland Law Society29 as being a necessary 
counter-balance to the removal of the limitation period in these claims. In particular, the QLS noted 
that that it was essential not to fetter the discretion and jurisdiction of the court to deal with the 
individual factual matrix of any claim and to ensure that claims can appropriately meet the standard 
of proof required in civil law matters as a safeguard against the initiation of highly speculative 
claims”30 
4. Conclusions  
The Acts described above are both directed at addressing significant problems. In describing the 
LACSA Act, the Queensland Attorney General Yvette D’Ath, said removing the civil statutory time 
limit for victims of sexual abuse was an important first step towards addressing decades of injustice 
and indifference shown to victims31. Similarly, few would dispute that the statement by Minister 
Steven Miles when introducing the EPCR Bill that the government intends to “(e)nsure that 
operators continue to meet their environmental responsibilities, even in situations of insolvency or 
financial difficulty, and that clean-up costs are not borne by the Queensland taxpayer”32. 
However, good intentions do not necessarily deliver optimal outcomes when measured in a broader 
contextual framework. This is particularly the case where the general principle that legislation 
should not operate retrospectively is flouted. This is even more problematic in relation to legislation 
like the EPCR Act that not only widens the potential liability for environmental harm and 
substantially increases the powers of DEHP to issue environmental protection orders and to require 
and/or reassess financial assurance requirements. All this against a framework of non-exclusive 
factors that DEHP may consider. The Environmental Defenders Office has sought to defend this 
retrospectivity on the basis that it is needed to achieve the policy objective of ‘facilitating enhanced 
environmental protection’ and ‘avoiding the State bearing the costs of managing and rehabilitating 
sites in financial difficulty’; in these circumstances the EDO declares the potential adverse effects on 
individual rights are outweighed by the public interest33. With respect, this misses the point. The 
more significant problem with this retrospective legislation is the macro- impact it has upon business 
and investor confidence in Queensland.34 The EPCR Act has significant implications for holders of 
environmental authorities, and for individuals, financiers and entities related to companies that hold 
environmental authorities. Prospective investors in companies with a substantial mining history or 
environmental footprint will need to be extremely diligent in their analysis of the prospective 
company’s environmental liabilities and management of environmental obligations. Similarly, any 
person contemplating a Board or senior management role in such a company will need to be mindful 
of the potential liability that might be visited upon him/her and must assess the potential personal 
exposure that could arise out of such an arrangement. 
The LACSA Act removes a limitation period with retrospective effect for victims of child sexual abuse. 
The unfortunate consequence of this is the potential uncertainty this will engender across the not-
                                                             
29 Queensland Law Society. Letter dated 21 September 2016, addressed to The Research Director, Legal Affairs 
and Community Safety Committee, Parliament House, entitled “Limitation of Action Bills – removal of 
limitation periods”. 
30 Ibid., page 2. 
31 ABC News, 9 November 2016; Gail Burke, “Child Sexual Abuse statutory time limits removed for Queensland 
victims after new laws pass”. 
32 Queensland, Hansard, 15 March 2016, 692-694. 
33 See http://www.edoqld.org.au/news/chain-of-responsibility-bill/ Accessed 26 January 2017. 
34 See http://www.smh.com.au/business/mining-and-resources/new-queensland-environmental-law-takes-
aim-at-clive-palmer-20160315-gnjjsn.html. Accessed 26 January 2017 
for-profit sector and that sector’s capacity to attract new and capable individuals to assume director 
and senior management roles. However, in this writer’s view35, the significant benefit to a group of 
individuals who need an appropriate form of redress in the civil system for past child abuse justifies 
retrospectivity in this instance. This is notwithstanding – and somewhat ironically -  the compelling 
argument against removal of limitation periods contained in the Explanatory Notes to the LACSA Bill; 
namely; 
“(T)he purpose of providing limitation periods is to bring fairness and certainty to civil 
litigation matters by: removing the threat of open ended liability (for both potential 
defendants and third parties; ensuring that a defendant is not unfairly prejudiced in 
proceedings through inability to access documents to defend the claim, that due to the 
passage of time have been lost, deteriorated or destroyed, trace witnesses or sufficiently 
recall events; and ensuring disputes are resolved as quickly as possible.”36  
While on balance supporting the LACSA Bill on access to justice grounds, the Queensland Law 
Society noted that the legislation would present challenges and costs in respect of record keeping, 
institutional memory, insurances, and proper defendants when institutions may no longer be in 
existence37. 
Legislation like the two statutes canvassed in this article have significant implications beyond their 
immediate and proximate frame of reference. While the EPCR Act was designed to make Clive 
Palmer pay for the environmental clean-up at his failed Yabulu nickel refinery, the implications for 
the resources sector generally is much more far reaching. Persons wishing to engage in energy or 
resources projects in Queensland as investors or to join in such enterprises as directors or officers 
will need to review very carefully internal policies and procedures relating to environmental 
protection and compliance to ensure that they can satisfy an ‘all reasonable steps”’ test. Further, as 
noted by Josh Steele38, that all existing agreements with joint venture partners, operators and others 
are reviewed to ensure an appropriate apportionment of liability and appropriate indemnification 
against any additional liability under the Act along with a contractual right to access any information 
necessary to defend any action taken by DEHP.  
At an even more fundamental level, serious concerns arise with legislation that holds an individual 
responsible by virtue of the position or role he or she has in the company or not-for-profit 
organisation and without the need to prove personal fault in the traditional way.39 As emphasised by 
the Corporations and Markets Advisory Committee: 
“Proper account should be taken of the individual rights of corporate officers – and how 
their proposed treatment compares with the way other citizens, including individuals 
                                                             
35 Position adopted is the same as QLS. See Queensland Law Society. Letter dated 21 September 2016, 
addressed to The Research Director, Legal Affairs and Community Safety Committee, Parliament House, 
entitled “Limitation of Action Bills – removal of limitation periods”. 
36 Explanatory Notes, Limitation of Actions (Child Sexual Abuse) and Other Legislation Amendment Bill 2016. 
37 Queensland Law Society. Letter dated 21 September 2016, addressed to The Research Director, Legal Affairs 
and Community Safety Committee, Parliament House, entitled “Limitation of Action Bills – removal of 
limitation periods”. 
 
38 See http://www.piperalderman.com.au/publications?article=8264. Accessed 26 January 2017. 
39 CAMAC Report 2006, p.5. As noted by CAMAC, this is particularly common in environmental protection, 
occupational health and safety, hazardous goods and fair trading statutes. Generally, see K. Wheelwright, 
“Understanding the liability of corporate officers for occupational health and safety breaches in the era of 
harmonization” (2012) 40 ABLR 410. 
involved in the governance of non-corporate organizations, are dealt with – as well as the 
interest in promoting corporate compliance with relevant statutory requirements”.40 
As Robert Baxt has remarked41, prosecution of directors for alleged corporate sins seems to prevail 
over the good intentions proposed through the Council of Australian Governments (COAG) in 
2009/2010, in response to the CAMAC Report 2006, for all governments to introduce legislation to 
eliminate or reduce significantly the use of strict liability provisions or reversal of proof legislation42. 
The presumption of innocence has been reversed in over 650 statutory provisions on a strict liability 
or reversal of the onus of proof basis43. The two Acts considered in this article add to the list of 
statutes where directors risk personal liability for breaches incurred by the corporation, or not-for-
profit organisation, irrespective of the director’s culpability. 
Finally, it is essential that relevant insurance arrangements are in place. In this regard, it should be 
noted that traditional insurance policies such as general liability, property and directors & officer’s 
liability are not designed to provide environmental liability protection. Companies holding 
environmental authorities, and individuals, financiers and entities related to companies that hold 
environmental authorities, are exposed to potentially costly environmental clean-up obligations or 
third party liabilities where policies, such as directors & officer’s insurance policies, exclude cover for 
clean-up costs44. At risk parties can minimise their risk exposure through pollution liability policies 
and appropriately drafted obligations in leases and other contractual documents45. 
Similarly, persons who have held appointments or who are considering appointment to any director 
or governance role with a not-for-profit organisation in Queensland need to consider their insurance 
situation. Past directors and officers can be brought to account in relation to previously time-barred 
actions and where there is potential for child abuse to have occurred in   an institutional setting 
under the care and/or management of such not-for-profit new or prospective directors and officers 
should be mindful of the increased potential for formerly time-barred claims to be launched or re-
launched. Crucial in this context will be a consideration of the Directors & Officers insurance and/or 
Professional Indemnity insurance (where molestation/sexual abuse is covered) and whether written 
on a claims made or occurrence basis. In the case of claims made insurance the policy will respond 
to claims made or notified during the current period of insurance, but once that policy is terminated 
and run-off cover is not in place, generally no claim can be made on such a policy. This has very 
significant implications for directors and officers insured under claims made insurance cover in 
relation to previously unreported claims. Conversely if the insurance cover is written on an 
occurrence basis the insured does not need to purchase run-off cover or continuing insurance 
protection, as the original insurer at risk at the time of the incident must respond to the claim even if 
                                                             
40 Ibid., p.35.  
41 R. Baxt, “The corporate law scene in 2012 – trouble for directors, greater power to the regulator, even more 
regulation, and much more litigation (2012) 40 ABLR 49. 
42 South Australia and New South Wales enacted such legislation in 2011.  
43 See also R Baxt, “Director liability for corporate fault – innocent until proven guilty: Why is this not the law?” 
(2010) C & SLJ 59. 
 
44 See https://www.marsh.com/au/insights/risk-in-context/QLD-Environmental-Protection-Amendment-Bill-
extends-legal-responsibility-for-environmental-harm.html. Accessed 26 January 2016. 
45 See Direct Insurance Brokers, Brokerwise Issue 2 2016, page 2. 
lodged today irrespective of how many years have elapsed since the incident. However, with 
occurrence-based policies, as Richard McDonald46 explains: 
“…the insured could have real dilemmas, given the potential for claims to be brought several 
years after the policy period has expired; or even decades after….Issues such as the 
following will have to be dealt with: the insurer who provided cover at the time off the 
incident must be identified, if still in business or still able to be tracked down; the insurer 
may no longer exist, or their liabilities may not have been bought out, as in the case of a 
company acquisition; the indemnity limit that was in place at the time of the original 
incident may now not be adequate, in terms of today’s monetary values…” 
Accordingly, the insurance path forward for persons assuming governance roles in not-for-profits 
that are exposed to child abuse claims is a fairly complex labyrinth. 
 
 
                                                             
46 “Claims-Made vs Occurrence-Based Liability Insurance” https://anziif.com>articles>2014/03. Accessed 22 
February 2017. 
